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LETTER  I. 


Reverend  Sir, 


I  AM  sensible,  that  m  addressing  these  Letters  to 
you,  I  am  taking  a  liberty,  which  nothing  but  the  importance 
of  the  occasion  could  excuse.  The  deference  and  respect 
which  are  due  to  a  stranger  of  your  age  and  standing  should 
have  kept  me  silent,  did  not  a  powerful  sense  of  duty  to  the 
uncorrupted  Word  of  God,  and  of  my  obligations  to  that 
system  of  religious  faith  which  I  believe  it  to  contain,  urge 
me  to  speak.  This  must  be  my  apology.  My  persuasion  of 
the  importance  of  Christian  truth,  and  of  a  careful  watch  by 
those  who  are  set  for  its  defence,  lest  its  records  should  be 
corrupted,  is  too  strong  to  suffer  me  to  be  silent,  when  I  con- 
ceive it  to  be  within  my  power  to  render  any  service,  however 
feeble,  to  the  cause  of  religious  knowledge.  I  came  to  this 
city,  as  some  of  my  brethren  had  done  before,  for  the  purpose 
of  aiding  a  small  band  of  Unitarian  believers  to  enjoy  the 
worship  and  ordinances  of  the  gospel,  according  to  the  dic- 
tates of  their  consciences ;  and  when,  upon  attending  the  re- 
ligious service  of  your  church,  I  found  not  only  the  principles 
of  their  faith  assailed,  but  assailed  by  the  use  of  a  sentence 
which  is  generally  held  to  be  no  part  of  the  Bible,  I  felt  my- 
self bound,  in  their  defence,  and  in  defence  of  the  truth,  to 
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make  this  public  address  to  yourself.  I  desire  to  do  it  re- 
spectfully, for  I  feel  no  disrespect ;  and  if,  as  I  fear  may  be 
the  case,  I  should  express  m3'self  with  great  confidence,  I 
beg  you  would  do  me  the  justice  to  believe,  that  it  is  not  from 
the  spirit  of  opposition,  but  is  the  religious  confidence  of  one 
who  thinks  himself  called  to  support  the  purity  and  integrity 
of  God's  revelation,  in  a  point  where  he  is  convinced  there  is 
hardly  the  shadow  of  a  doubt. 

It  is  not  my  object  to  make  any  general  defence  of  the 
faith  against  which  you  have  been  preaching ;  much  less  to 
complain  at  your  taking  an  opportunity  to  warn  your  people 
against  what  you  esteem  a  dangerous  error.  Your  duty  to 
your  conscience,  and  to  them,  required  it  of  you  ;  and  I 
would  be  the  last  to  advocate  any  abridgment  of  the  liberty 
of  speech  in  the  pulpit.  It  is  not  because  3'ou  have  defended 
Trinitarianism  that  I  ask  to  be  heard ;  that,  you  had  an  un- 
questionable right  to  do ;  but  because  you  defended  it  upon 
ground  which,  it  appears  to  me,  you  had  no  right  to  take. 
When  I  went  up  to  worship  in  your  church,  on  the  evening 
of  the  last  Sabbath  in  April,  nothing  could  exceed  my  asto- 
nishment at  hearing  you  announce  as  your  text,  that  celebra- 
ted verse — There  are  three  that  hear  record  in  Heaven^  the 
Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  these  three  are 
one.  (1  John,  v.  7.)  I  did  not  readily  recover  from  my 
surprise.  The  opinion  which  is  universally  expressed  by  the 
learned  respecting  this  verse,  came  fresh  to  my  recollection ; 
and  it  was  with  difKculty  I  could  persuade  myself,  that  I  had 
heard  it  quoted  as  part  of  the  Christian  Scriptures  in  that  sa- 
cred place.  It  was  true,  I  had  been  told,  that  some  ministers 
had  lately  quoted  it  as  authentic ;  but  I  had  taken  it  for 
'granted  they  must  be  uninformed  and  ignorant  men  ;  for  I 
had  never  yet  seen  reason  to  doubt  the  assertion  of  an  able 
theologian,  "  that  no  man  of  tolerable  learning  or  fairness, 
at  the  present  day,  would  think  of  using  it."  But  now  I 
found  it  adduced  by  one  to  whom  I  could  attribute  neither 


5 


ignorance  nor  unfairness ;  and  what,  then,  should  relieve  my 
wonder  ? 

My  surprise  at  your  use  of  this  text  has  not  ceased.  The 
learned  of  the  present  day,  throughout  the  religious  world, 
have  at^eed.  after  a  long  and  laborious  examination,  in  pro- 
nouncing it  no  part  of  the  original  scriptures.  All  who  are 
most  competent  to  judge,  Trinitarians  as  well  as  Unitarians, 
with  one  voice,  and  with  scarcely  any  reserve,  declare  it  to  be 
an  unauthorised  addition  to  the  Epistle  of  John  ;  so  that  it  is, 
with  one  consent,  thrown  out  of  the  Trinitarian  controversy. 
I  may  well,  therefore,  be  astonished,  as  I  am  ignorant  of  the 
reasons  upon  which  you  have  made  up  your  mind,  that  you 
should  argue  from  it  as  genuine. 

I  do  not  forget  that  you  told  us,  that  it  had  been  your  ob- 
ject in  a  preceding  discourse,  "  to  establish  its  genuineness 
as  a  part  of  Scripture."  I  could  not  suspect  you,  indeed,  of 
omitting,  as  some  have  done,  so  important  a  consideration; 
and  I  cannot  but  regret,  that  I  had  not  the  opportunity  of 
hearing  it  discussed.  For  I  acknowledge  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
conjecture  whence  you  could  have  gathered  sufficient  proof 
to  outweigh  all  those  circumstances  of  evidence,  which  have 
for  so  long  a  time  put  the  question  at  rest.  It  would  be 
wrong,  however,  to  deal  in  mere  assertion  on  this  subject.  I 
beg  leave,  therefore,  to  lay  before  you  the  language  of  a  few 
respectable  writers — all  Trinitarians — whose  decisions  on  this 
subject,  of  which  they  were  well  able  to  judge,  have  been 
thought  conclusive. 

Let  me  first  ask  your  attention  to  the  Eclectic  Review ^  the 
religious  character  of  which  is  unsuspiciously  orthodox.  The 
passage  has  been  frequently  quoted,  but  the  very  honourable 
and  decided  stand  which  it  takes  in  behalf  of  the  purity  of 
the  sacred  text,  renders  It  worthy  of  perpetual  remembrance. 

"  Upon  this,"  sa^'s  the  writer,  "  we  need  not  spend  many 
words.  It  is  found  in  no  Greek  manuscript,  ancient  or 
modern,  except  one,  to  which  we  shall  presently  advert ; 
in  no  ancient  Version,  being  interpolated  only  in  the  later 


transcripts  of  the  Vulgate.  Not, one  of  tbe  Greek  lathers  re- 
cognises it,  though  many  of  them  collect  every  species  and 
shadow  of  argument,  down  to  the  most  allegorical  and  shock- 
ingly ridiculous,  in  favour  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity ; 
though  tliey  often  cite  the  words  immediately  contiguous 
both  before  and  after ;  and  though,  with  immense  labour  and 
art,  they  extract  from  the  next  words  the  very  sense  which 
this  passage  has  in  following  times  been  adduced  to  furnish. 
Of  the  Latin  fathers,  not  orte  has  quoted  it,  till  Eucherius,  of 
Lyons,  in  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century  ;  and  in  his  works 
there  is  much  reason  to  believe  that  it  has  been  interpolated.'*^ 

After  this  summary  of  the  evidence,  the  writer  proceeds  in 
the  following  striking  and  decided  tone.  "  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, we  are  unspeakably  asuamed  that  any  modern 
divines  should  have  fought,  pedihus  et  unguibus,  for  the  re- 
tention of  a  passage  so  indisputably  spurious.  We  could 
adduce  half  a  dozen,  or  half  a  score  passages  of  ample 
length,  supported  by  better  authority  than  this,  but  which 
are  rejected  in  every  printed  edition  and  translation." 

The  learned  Griesbach,  another  believer  in  the  Trinity, 
whose  ability  to  judge  in  questions  of  this  nature  will  be  uni- 
versally acknowledged,  makes  use  of  language  equally  strong 
with  that  just  quoted.  "  If  it  were  worth  while,"  he  says, 
"I  would  undertake  to  defend  six  hundred  of  the  most  futile 
and  universally  rejected  readings  by  testimonies  and  arguments 
equally  numerous  and  valid,  nay,  in  general,  more  numerous 
and  valid,  than  those  which  the  advocates  of  this  passage  ad- 
duce; nor  would  the  defenders  of  a  genuine  text  have  so 
many  and  weighty  arguments  to  oppose  to  such  an  absurd 
attempt;  as  have  been  produced  against  the  defenders  of  this 
verse.  1  wish  those  would  seriously  consider  this,  who  may 
in  future  undertake  to  defend  this  text." 

Bishop  Lowth,  another  learned  Trinitarian,  is  equally  de- 
cided.    "  We  have  some  wranglers  in  theology,"    he  says, 
"  sworn   to  follow  their  master,  who  are  prepared  to  defend  •.'{ 
any  thing,  however  absurd,  should  there  be  occasion.     But  I   /j 


believe  there  is  no  one  among  us,  in  the  least  degree  convefsant 
with  sacred  criticism,  and  having  the  use  of  his  understanding, 
who  would  be  willing  to  contend  lor  the  genuineness  of  the 
verse,  1  John,  v.  7." 

Dr.  Middleton,  in  his  elaborate  work  on  the  Greek  article, 
tells  us,  that  this  passage  is  "  now  pretty  generally  abandon- 
ed as  spurious ;''  and  that  if  any  one  will  study  the  contro- 
versy, "  the  probable  result  will  be,  that  he  will  close  the  ex- 
amination with  ^  firm  belief  that  the  passage  is  spurious.''^  He 
adds  afterward — "  in  the  rejection  of  the  controverted  pas- 
sage, learned  and  good  men  are  now  for  the  most  part  agreed ; 
and  I  contemplate  with  admiration  and  delight,  the  gigantic 
exertions    of   intellect    which   have  established  this  acqui- 


escence." 


Mr.  Wardlaw,  a  late  zealous  and  eloquent  defender  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  is  no  less  positive.  *'  Certainly,"  he 
§ays,  "  this  text  should  have  been  entitled  to  hold  the  first 
place,  had  its  genuineness  not  been  disputed,  or  disputed,  as 
that  of  many  texts  has  been,  on  slight  grounds.  I  freely  ac- 
knowledge, however,  that  the  evidence  of  the  spuriousness  of 
this  celebrated  passage,  even  if  it  were  much  less  conclusive^ 
Aan,  in  my  mind,  it  appears  to  be,  would  be  quite  sufficient 
to  prevent  me  from  resting  upon  it  any  part  of  the  weight  of 
this  argument." 

To  the  same  purpose  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  in  his  ^  Ele- 
ments of  Christian  Theology,'  says,  "  I  must  own,  that  after 
an  attentive  consideration  of  the  controversy,  relative  to  that 
passage,  /  am  convinced  that  it  is  spurious.^* 

In  this  place  may  be  added  the  fact,  that  the  Great  Re- 
ibrraer,  Luther,  uniformly  rejected  this  verse  from  his  trans- 
lation of  the  New  Testament.  He  did  not  admit  it  to  a  place 
in  the  edition  which  was  publishing  at  the  time  of  his  death ; 
and,  "  he  concluded  his  preface  to  that  edition,"  says  Charles 
Butler,  "  with  what  may  be  termed  his  dying  request,  that 
upon  no  orcount  his  translation  should  he  altered,  in  the  slight^ 


est  instance  f^  which,  of  course,  implies  his  firm  persuasion, 
that  ihis  verse  does  not  belong  to  the  Bible. 

To  these  names,  some  of  them  amongst  the  most  honoured 
in  the  church,  might  be  added  many  more  equally  well  || 
known ;  it  is  enough  to  mention  those  eminent  biblical  critics,  ,^ 
Simon,  VVetstein,  and  Michaelis ;  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  Bishop  Ij 
Herbert  Marsh,  Archbishop  Newcome,  and  the  distinguished  li 
Methodist,  Dr.  Adam  Clarke ;  and,  finally,  that  illustrious  % 
scholar,  Porson,  whose  letters,  by  which  the  controversy  con-  I 
cerning  the  verse  was  brought  to  a  final  conclusion,  "  are  an 
eternal  monument  of  his  erudition,  critical  sagacity,  and  wit." 

To  the  extracts  already  made,  others  might  be  added,  if  I 
were  in  a  situation  to  have  access  to  the  necessary  books.  I 
have  not  made  them  under  the  idea  that  you  are  unacquainted 
with  them ;  but  simply,  that  it  might  be  seen  how  strong  and 
unqualified  is  the  conviction  produced  upon  the  minds  of  the 
most  competent  judges,  by  the  evidence  against  this  verse. 

Since,  however,  you  have  difiered  from  them  in  your  judg- 
ment of  the  case,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  that  you  are  possessed 
of  facts  or  arguments  upon  the  subject,  which  have  escaped 
the  research  and  ingenuity  of  European  learning ;  or  that 
you  have  discovered  a  method  of  arranging  their  facts  and 
arguments  so  as  to  bring  the  weight  of  evidence  into  the  op- 
posite scale.  In  either  case,  no  one  has  a  right  to  question 
your  honest  conviction.  But  you  must  not  be  surprised  if 
others  should  have  a  difterent  persuasion,  and  should  continue 
to  account  this  passage  of  no  authority,  until  they  are  ac- 
quainted with,  and  feel  the  force  of,  the  reasons  which  have 
led  you  to  restore  it  to  its  place  in  the  sacred  volume.  If  it 
do  hclong  to  the  volume,  it  cannot  be  for  the  interest  of  any 
one  that  it  should  be  excluded  jf  because  it  is  of  the  utmost 

*  I  recollect  havino;  somewhere  read,  that  Luther  made  it  the  subject  of  par- 
ticular request,  that  the  verse  in  question  might  never  be  inserted  in  his  Trans- 
lation of  the  New  Testament.  As,  however,  I  have  not  the  authority  by  me, 
I  do  not  mention  it  with  confidence. 

t  If  any  should  think  it  necessary  to  contend  for  the  genuineness  of  this 
verse,  under  the  Impression,  that  it  is  essential  to  the  proof  of  an  essential 


importance  to  us  all,  of  every  name,  that  we  should  receive 
THE  WHOLE  of  Scrlpturc  without  diminution  or  reserve.  And, 
on  the  other  hand,  if  it  be  not  a  part  of  the  records  of  Chris- 
tianity, it  cannot  be  for  the  interest  of  any  one  to  retain  it. 
The  reverence  which  all  profess  for  the  word  of  Life,  would 
prompt  every  one  to  strike  from  its  pages  the  smallest  sen- 
tence which  had  crept  in  and  made  its  home  there  without 
authority  from  God.  We  should  be  indignant  at  the  attempt 
now  to  thrust  in  even  a  word,  for  the  support  of  the  most 
valuable  truth  of  revelation ;  and  how  can  we  more  quietly 
submit  to  such  intrusion,  because  it  has  existed  for  a  few 
hundred  years  ?  The  truth,  on  this  subject,  the  exact  truth,  is 
the  only  important  consideration,  and  is  equally  important  to 
all.  The  Christian  world  have  Iieretofore  showed  a  readiness 
to  hear,  and  be  convinced,  by  fair  evidence,  however  it  might 
interfere  with  their  prejudices.  No  doubt  the  same  disposi- 
tion exists  still ;  and  if  other  evidence  can  be  found,  than  has 
been  found,  it  will  be  gladly  received,  and  candidly  consi- 
dered. 

But  until  such  evidence  is  produced,  we  must  be  permitted 
to  believe,  that  the  verse  was  never  written  by  St.  John.  At 
present,  the  evidence  of  its  spuriousness  appears  to  us  over- 
whelming. It  is  not  easy  to  conceive  of  a  fact,  depending 
upon  proof  of  this  kind,  susceptible  of  stronger  proof  than 
exists  in  this  case.  It  has  been  examined  and  re-examined, 
and  canvassed  and  discussed  by  the  partial  and  the  impartial, 
at  different  periods  and  in  different  countries,  with  great  la- 
bour, great  learning,  and  great  zeal  ;  and  it  deserves  notice 

doctrine,  perhaps,  after  reading  the  following  from  Calvin,  they  will  find  rea- 
son to  think  otherwise. 

"  The  expression,  <  ihtst  three  are  one.,''  does  not  relate  to  the  essence  but  to 
the  agreement  of  the  persons  spoken  of.  The  meaning  is,  the  Father,  and  his 
eternal  Word  and  Spirit,  harmoniously  bear  testimony  to  Christ.  Some  co- 
pies, accordingly,  read  «c  tv  [i.  e.  agree  in  one  thing]  But  although  you 
read  h  tia-iv  [are  one,]  as  it  is  in  other  copies,  still  there  is  no  doubt  that  the 
Father,  W<»rd,  and  Spirit,  are  said  to  be  one,  in  the  same  sense  CR  the  blood, 
•and  water,  and  spirit,  in  the  verse  immediately  succeeding." 
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as  a  remarkable  fact  in  the  history  of  controversies,  that  this 
is  one  of  those  few  points  which  has  been  acknowledged  on 
all  hands  to  have  been  brought  to  a  final  decision.  Do  not, 
therefore,  I  entreat  you,  construe  it  into  any  want  of  respect 
to  yourself,  that  I  protest  against  its  being  publicly  alleged  as 
part  of  Scripture.  I  esteem  it  a  sacred  duty  to  show  my  su- 
preme regard  for  the  Volume  of  Divine  Truth,  by  bearing 
testimony  against  this  manifest  addition. 

It  is  only  necessary  to  add,  that  all  the  best  editions  of  the 
New  Testament,  since  the  Reformation,  have  omitted  it,  or 
at  least  have  set  upon  it  a  mark  of  suspicion  and  doubt. 
Some  mark  was  fixed  upon  it,  in,  I  believe,  all  the  earliest 
editions  to  which  it  was  admitted.  If  you  will  look  at  the 
first  printed  English  Bibles,  you  will  find  the  passage  either 
in  smaller  tj'pe,  or  enclosed  in  brackets.  It  was  so  printed 
in  the  edition  of  1566.  It  was  not  till  after  that  year  that  it 
was  suffered  to  stand  undistinguished  on  the  page;  and  by 
whose  authority  the  distinction  was  first  removed,  is  not 
known. 

But  if  it  be  no  part  of  the  genuine  Epistle,  how,  it  will  na- 
^turally  be  asked,  can  we  account  for  its  ever  obtaining  a  place 
there  ? 

The  answer  which  is  usually  given  to  this  question,  and 
which  is  perfectly  simple  and  satisfactory,  I  quote,  almost 
verbatim,  as  it  is  stated  by  Butler.  The  mystical  interpreta- 
tion of  the  eighth  verse,  which  some  of  the  Fathers  adopted, 
(making  "  the  spirit,  the  water,  and  the  blood,"  to  stand  for 
the  three  divine  persons,)  was  frequently  inserted  in  their 
commentaries,  and  sometimes  in  the  margin  of  their  copies. 
A  transcriber  from  such  copies  might  easily  suppose  it  to  be 
a  verse  which  had  been  accidentally  omitted,  and  so  intro- 
duce it  into  the  text;  insensibly  it  came  to  be  considered  as 
part  of  the  text ;  at  first  it  appeared  sometimes  in  one  form, 
and  sometimes  in  another,  and  was  inserted  sometimes  before, 
and  sometimes  after  the  eighth  verse ;  at  length,  the  dignity 
ef  the  subject  gave  it  a  precedence  over  the  eighth  verse ; 
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and  thus  it  came  to  be  considered  as  liie  seventh  verse  of  the 
chapter.  Tlie  eighth  century  niay  be  considered  as  the  era 
of  its  final  settlement  In  the  Latin  text ;  from  the  Latin  it  was 
transplanted  Into  the  Greek ;  the  first  Greek  writer  by  whom 
it  was  quoted,  lived  in  the  fourteenth  century. 

In  this  way  it  is  easy  to  conceive,  that  a  marginal  note,  or 
interpretation,  might  gradually  creep  into  tlie  text,  just  as  the 
small  type,  and  the  brackets  of  the  first  English  editions,  were 
gradually  exchanged  for  a  uniformity  with  the  rest  of  the 
chapter. 

If  it  were  not  for  the  names  of  high  authority  which  I  have 
been  able  to  show  are  united  in  the  opinion  for  which  I  con- 
tend, I  should  fear  that  these  remarks  might  be  the  occasion 
of  again  exposing  Unitarians  to  the  charge  of  mutilating  the 
Bible,  and  striking  from  it,  at  will,  such  passages  as  do  not 
suit  their  views.  But,  as  it  is  a  notorious  fact,  that  the  most 
strenuous  adversaries  of  the  verse  are  among  those  who  be- 
lieve in  the  doctrine  it  Is  supposed  to  maintain ;  as  it  is  hv?lcl 
to  be  "  indisputably  spurious,"  by  men  who  have  the  confi- 
dence and  respect  of  the  whole  Christian  world,  the  reproach 
cannot,  on  this  occasion,  be  uttered ;  and,  I  could  hope,  that 
our  brethren  would  do  us  the  justice  to  believe,  that  in  every 
instance  the  reproach  is  as  little  deserved  as  in  this.  We 
have  no  stronger  desire,  than  to  ascertain  the  true  text  of  the 
sacred  volume,  and  to  have  our  opinions  tried  by  that.  If 
brought  fairly  and  honourably  to  the  true  text,  and  the  true  text 
only,  we  do  not  fear  that  they  will  be  found  inconsistent  with 
Divine  truth.  I  trust  we  have  as  much  respect  for  revelation 
as  our  brethren ;  we  have,  perhaps,  less  respect  for  councils, 
assemblies,  and  creeds ;  but  it  is  because  we  think,  "  tite 
Bible,  the  Bible  only,  is  the  religion  of  Protestants."  And 
when  our  fellow  Christians  will  understand  us  better,  and  use 
only  Scriptural  arguments  against  us,  we  believe  they  will 
think  bettci*  of  us,  and  of  our  doctrine. 

Permit  me  to  indulge  the  hope,  that  you  will  pardon  any 
inadvertencies  which  may  have  escaped  me  in  this  letter,  and 
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T^'ill  candidly  consider  what  I  have  presumed  to  ofter  you ;  anfl     H 
to  conclude  with  subscribing  myself, 

Respectfully, 

And  with  Christian  salutations, 

H.  W, 

Mw^Yorkt  May  Qtfi,  1820. 


LETTER  II. 

K.EVEBEND  Sir, 

The  interest  which  was  excited  by  the  Sermon  upoia 
which  I  presumed  to  address  you  in  a  former  letter,  led  me 
to  your  Church  on  the  evening  of  the  following  Sabbath.  Of 
the  discourse,  which  I  then  heard,  I  should  say  nothing,  had 
not  you  alluded  expressly  to  the  First  Congregational  Church 
in  this  city,  and  to  the  ceremony  of  laying  the  corner  stone, 
in  which  I  had  had  the  happiness  of  taking  part.  The  man- 
ner in  which  you  did  this,  appears  to  justify,  and  in  some  de- 
gree to  call  for,  a  few  remarks,  which,  I  hope,  may  have  the 
effect  to  remove  from  your  mind  some  of  the  misapprehen- 
sions under  which  it  seems  to  labour ;  or  at  least  to  satisfy 
you  that  we  have  not  thrown  away  our  regard  for  the  autho- 
rity of  Scripture,  our  claim  to  the  title  of  Christian.  In  do- 
ing this,  I  must  again  ask  your  indulgence,  and  entreat  you 
to  lend  a  candid  and  patient  attention. 

Your  discourse  commenced  thus  : — "  John  xvii.  3.  And 
this  is  life  eternal ;  that  they  might  know  thee,  the  only  true 
God,  and  Jesus  Christ  whom  thou  hast  sent.  When  this 
text  was  deposited  on  the  Saturday  of  the  last  week,  in  the 
corner  stone  of  the  First  Congregational  Church,  now  erect- 
'^  ing  near  us,  it  is  probable  that  those  who  were  concerned  iu 
that  transaction  did  not  rightly  understand  its  meaning.^* 
These  are  nearly  your  very  words :  and  you  added  after- 
ward,   "  that  if  they  had  rightly  understood  it,  they  would 
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not  have  made  it,  as  seemed  to  be  their  intention,  the  corner 
stone  of  their  opposition  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity." 

Now  I   ackno\yledge  I  had  been  in  the  habit  of  tliinking, 
that  these  words  of  our  blessed  Lord  do  contain  a  positive  and 
unanswerable  argument  against  that  doctrine.     I   had  never 
yet  seen  it  answered,  nor  do  I  recollect  having  ever  met  with 
what  could  be  called   a  serious  attempt  to  answer  it.     Your 
presumption,  therefore,  that  1  did  not  understand  it,  was  cal- 
culated to  arrest  my  most  earnest  attention,   and  I  listened 
with  eagerness  for  the  exposition  which  you  imagined  me  to 
need — not  a  little  curious  to  discover  by  what  possible  me^- 
thod  this  text  could  be  brought  to  support  the  doctrine  which 
you  were  engaged  in  defending.     1  do  not  know  whether  I 
am  right  in  the  conjecture — but  when,  after  this  introduction 
which  so  excited  my  expectation,  instead  of  proceeding  with  the 
immediate  purpose  of  your  discourse,  you  stopped  to  prepare 
the  minds  of  your   hearers  by  reading  the  articles  respecting 
the  Trinity,    from  three  or   four  established  confessions  or 
creeds  of  different  churches, — I  confess  I  could  not  help  sus- 
pecting that  you  felt  conscious,  like  myself,  that  the  declaration 
pf  your  text  was  in  too  direct  opposition  to  the  doctrine  of 
,  your  sermon,  to  be  ventured  before  the  congregation  without 
some  extraneous  support.     If  I  was  wrong  or  uncharitable  in 
^this,  I  beg  you  to  forgive  me ;  and  my  apology  must  be,  that 
T_ appearances  forced  upon  me  such  a  judgment. 

I  could  not  but  feel  grateful  to  you,  (and  I  take  this  oppor- 
tunity, in  my  own  name  and  in  that  of  the  Church  to  which 
you  alluded,  to  express  the  obligation)  for  admitting  that  we 
intend  to  lay  this  text — a  text  of  the  undisputed  Bible,  as 
"  THE  CORNER  STONE  OF  OUR  OPPOSITION  to  the  doctriue  of 
the  Trinity."  We  have  been  so  accustomed  to  hear  it  said 
that  we  abandon  the  scriptures,  and  found  our  religious  opi- 
nions on  Reason  in  opposition  to  Revelation,  that  it  seems  an 
act  of  especial  kindness  in  a  gentleman  of  your  respectable 
standing,  to  allow  that  the  corner  stone  of  our  faith  is  laid  in 
<he  words   of  our  Lord  himself.     Wo   do  indeed  place  that 
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vcfse  at  the  foundation;  it  is  our  joy  and  pride  to  rest  upon 
the  authoritative  language  of  the  Son  of  God;  and  we  confi- 
dently trust,  that  the  Temple  of  our  religious  system,  stand- 
ing upon  this,  stands  upon  a  foundation  that  cannot  be  moved. 
Tne  tempest  of  human  opposition  may  beat  upon  it,  but  it 
will  not  fall ;  '^  for  it  is  founded  upon  a  rock."  Till  this  text 
can  be  set  aside — till  it  can  be  made  by  fair  and  direct  inter-  h 
pretation  to  speak  a  language  consistent  with  the  idea  that 
Jesus  who  uttered  it  is  the  same  Being  with  Him  whom  head- 
dresses as  the  ONLY  true  God,  we  do  not  fear  being  found  in 
error,  or  being  cast  away  by  God,  though  we  should  be  re- 
jected by  man.  ' 
The  manner  in  which  you  attempted  to  explain  its  con-  i 
sistency,  is  to  my  mind  quite  unsatisfactory.  If  I  rightly  un-  ( 
derstood  it,  it  was  simply  the  assertion  that  Jesus  uttered  his  \ 
prayer  in  his  mediatorial  capacity,  in  the  human  nature  only^  \ 
and  that  his  divine  nature  took  no  part  in  it.  I  do  not  think  i 
that  this  solves  the  difficulty,  because,  in  the  first  place,  it  \\ 
evidently  takes  for  granted  the  very  thing  which  is  to  be  \ 
proved — that  he  possessed  two  distinct  natures,  and  could  act  i  j 
according  to  one  without  the  participation  of  the  other ;  a  | 
supposition  which  is  founded  altogether  on  inference  from  de-  \  ] 
tached  passages  of  the  New  Testament,  and  adopted  for  the  1^ 
sake  of  reconciling  difficulties,  and  which  never  has  been,  and 
never  can  he,  proved  by  any  express  assertion  of  the  Scrip- 
tures. I  know  that  I  speak  confidently ;  but  I  know,  too, 
that  I  may  challenge  the  whole  world  to  show,  that  my  con- 
fidence is  unfounded.  But,  in  the  next  place,  even  taking 
your  own  ground — admitting  the  supposition  to  be  true,  the 
explanation  remains  equally  unsatisfactory.  For,  at  the  time  i  j 
of  his  speaking  these  words,  his  divine  nature  must  either  have 
been  present  or  absent.  If  absent,  it  was  not  Jesus  Christ  who 
prayed,  for  he  is  "  two  natures  in  one  person  forever"* 
But  if  his  divine  nature  were  present,  then,  of  course,  it  joia- 

*  These  ai'o  the  words  of  Jhe  A<scmbly"s  Shorter  Catechism- 
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ftd  in  the  prayer,  for  both  natures  together  constitute  him  what 
he  is ;  so  that  it  is  necessary  that  wherever  he  is  spoken  of 
by  name,  both  natures  should  be  included.  Besides,  it  is 
evident,  the  verse  does  not  assert  an  opposition,  or  distinc- 
tion, solely  between  the  Father  and  Jesus  Christ ;  but  asserts, 
if  it  assert  any  thing,  that  the  Father,  exclusively  of  all  others, 
is  the  Only  True  God.  Put  yourself  in  place  of  the  Apos- 
tles with  whom  he  was  praying ;  did  they  understand  him  to 
be  praying  to  the  same  Being  with  himself?  or  to  be  making 
an  exception  in  favour  of  a  portion  of  himself?  Or  if  he  had 
designed  to  give  them  a  declaration,  that  he  was  not  the  only 
true  God,  could  he  have  framed  in  language  a  sentence  that 
should  express  it  mo'^e  explicitly  ?  So  that,  after  all  attempts 
to  explain  this  text  in  consistency  with  the  Trinitarian  faith, 
I  solemnly  believe  it  to  contain  a  full  and  express  denial,  by 
our  Lord  himself,  of  his  equality  with  the  Father. 

This  is  not  the  only  text  nvhich  we  think  contains  such  a 
denial.  Others  equally  strong  are  to  be  found,  which  Iiave 
equally  exercised  the  ingenuity  of  orthodox  exposition.  I 
will  take  the  liberty  of  laying  a  few  of  these  before  you,  that 
you  may  not  only  see  the  "  corner  stone,"  but  a  few  of  the 
other  stones  of  the  Building,  and  so  judge  whether  "  the 
Lord  have  not  built  the  House." 

Let  me  ask  your  first  attention  to  1  Cor.  viii.  6.  "  To  u& 
there  is  but  one  God — the  Father — of  whom  are  all  things, 
and  we  in  him  ;  and  one  Lord — Jesus  Christ — by  whom 
are  all  things,  and  we  by  him."  Are  words  capable  of  decla- 
ring more  explicitly  that  the  Father  is  the  one  God,  and  that 
Jesus  is  not  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  such  an  assertion  cannot  be 
made  in  any  words,  if  these  words  of  Paul  did  not  contain  it. 

1  Tim.  ii.  5- is  equally  expressive.  "There  is  one  God, 
and  one  Mediator  between  God  and  men,  the  man  Christ  Je- 
sus." Who  is  the  God  of  whom  Paul  speaks  here  ?  Is  it  Je- 
sus ?  Is  it  not  rather  a  formal  denial  of  his  supreme  divinity  ? 
There  is  one  God — but  Jesus  Christ  is  not  ]:e.  I  beg  that  me 
sentence  may  be  weighed,  and  I  beiieve  Paul  will  be  found  to 
have  declared  the  Unitarian's  faith. 


Take  once  more  the  words  of  our  Lord  himself.  Mark 
^iii.  32.  "  Of  that  day  and  hour  kuoweth  no  man;  no,  not 
the  angels  wlilcii  arc  in  heaven,  neither  the  Son,  but  the  Fa- 
ther." Here  we  are  told,  almost  in  so  many  words,  by  Jesus 
himself,  that  he  rs  not  God  : — not  even  (he  Son  knoweth  when 
that  day  shall  come ;  yet  if  he  were  God  he  must  have  known  it. 

The  conclusion  from  these  passages  is  irresistible.  And  let 
me  askj  are  we  to  be  accounted  as  denying  the  word  of  God, 
when  our  faith  rests  on  such  explicit,  unanswered  passages  ^ 
We  reasonably  ask  for  one  passage  which  shall  assert  (now 
that  the  verse  from  John's  Epistle  is  satisfactorily  proved  to  be 
no  scripture)  that  there  are  three  persons  in  one  God,  or  there 
are  two  natures  in  Jesus  Christ,  as  explicitly  as  these,  which 
I  have  quoted,  assert  that  the  Father  alone  is  God.  I  do  not 
know,  I  cannot  conceive,  by  what  method  they  are  to  be  made 
consistent  with  the  popular  theory.  I  have  never  seen  them 
fairly  reconciled  ;  I  have  examined  the  attempts  which  have 
been  made  to  do  it,  candidly,  I  trust,  and  fairly,  for  I  have 
felt  that  if  on  that  side  lay  the  truth,  it  was  of  immense  im- 
portance for  me  to  discover  it ;  yet  I  always  have  risen  from 
such  examination  with  my  faith  strengthened  rather  than  sha- 
ken. It  has  appeared  to  me  that  these  passages  w  ere  evaded 
radier  than  ans'vvered,  and  they  have  continued  to  inspire  my 
mind  with  triumphant  confidence  in  the  correctness  of  the 
Uiiitarian  sentiment.  And,  I  confess  to  you,  that  when  I  see 
the  Corner  Stone  of  the  trutk  in  which  I  rejoice,  laid  in  the 
holy  words  of  our  beloved  Master  himself;  and  the  Corner  \ 
Stone  of  the  opposite  system,  laid  in  a  verse  which  is  found  ^ 
lo  liave  been  inserted  In  the  Bible  witliout  authoritv ;  I  cannot  i 
hesitate  to  declare  m}'  thorough  confidence  in  the  divine  sup-  ( 
port  and  sure  trluniph  of  the  doctrine  1  pi'ofcss,  and  to  feel  i 
grateful  that  1  am  permitted,  however  feebly,  to  bear  witness  i 
to  it  in  the  world. 

But  the  Scriptural  support  of  our  faith  is  not  confined  to  >j 
\hc  few  passages  which  1  have  cited  above ;  indeed,  it  could  i^ 
not  be  contained   \T;diin   the  limits  to  which  I  must  confine.    '( 
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myself.  Permit  me,  however,  to  add  a  few  more,  for  the 
sake  of  those  who  have  beeu  taught  to  believe  that  Unitari- 
anism  receives  no  countenance  from  revelation ;  some  of 
whom  ma}',  perhaps,  be  led  to  think  better  of  those  who  pro- 
fess it,  when  they  shall  learn,  that  they  can,  and  do,  plead 
the  same  Bible  in  its  defence,  which  they  are  accustomed  to  use. 
Let  such  ask  themselves,  whether  they  have  ever  stopped  to 
weigh  expressions  like  the  following,  and  have  reflected  whe- 
ther they  are,  or  are  not,  consistent  with  the  doctrine  we  op- 
pose. 

Jesus  says.  The  Son  of  himself  can  do  nothing.  Does  this 
implj'  the  possession  of  infinite  underived  power  ?  Is  it  pos- 
sible it  can  be  God  who  speaks  thus  of  himself. f* 

As  the  Living  Father  hath  sent  me,  and  I  live  by  the  Father. 
Can  we  suppose  him  who  used  this  language,  denying  that  he 
lives  by  himself  to  be  the  self-existent  God — possessed  of  in- 
dependent lite  ? 

Again  :  I  proceeded  forth  and  came  from  God  ;  neither  came 
I  myself  but  he  sent  me.  Is  it  God  who  speaks  thus;  who 
says  he  came  not  of  himself,  but  was  sent  ?  Yet  if  you  will 
read  the  gospels  attentively,  you  will  find  this  to  be  Christ's 
perpetual  language. 

He  is  called  in  the  Epistles,  the  image  of  the  invisible  God, 
the  first  born  of  every  creature.  Is  it  possible  the  Apostle 
would  call  him  the  image  of  God,  or  the  first  born,  if  he  were 
himself  God  f  or,  as  in  another  place,  the  express  image  of\\\s 
person  ^ 

Equally  decisive,  as  it  appears  to  us,  are  all  those  passages 
which  say,  that  Jesus  was  made  Lord  and  Christ ;  made  heir 
of  all  things;  that  authority  to  execute  judgment  was  com- 
mitted  to  him ;  that  power  was  given  to  him ;  all  these  ex- 
pressions, when  duly  considered,  are  utterly  irreconcilable 
with  the  idea  that  he  was  possessed  of  infinite,  independent, 
original  power :  i.  e.  that  he  was  God. 

Nothing  is  more  frequent  than  passages  of  this  sort.  They 
occur  so  frequently,  as  to  give  a  complexion  to  the  whole 
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New  Testament,  liiileed,  our  confidence  in  the  opinion  we 
hold  on  this  subject,  does  not  rest  so  much  on  single  detach- 
ed sentences  and  insulated  expressions,  however  decisive,  as 
upon  the  general  character  and  style  running  throughout  the 
volume,  which  we  are  unable  to  account  for,  or  comprehend, 
upon  any  other  supposition.  I  am  so  convinced  of  this,  that 
I  can  hardly  conceive  it  possible  for  a  man  to  read  the  New 
Testament  through,  attentively  considering  what  aspect  every 
part  bears  upon  the  question  of  the  Divine  Nature,  without 
being  convinced  that  it  is  impossible  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  should  be  true.  The  general  mode  of  expression  and 
of  thought  utterly  contradict  it ;  and  though  some  passages 
might  seem  to  favour  it,  yet  he  would  think  it  more  probable 
that  he  misunderstood  these,  than  that  they  should  contain  a 
doctrine  at  variance  with  the  general  tenor  of  the  Scriptures. 

Although  I  have  been  able,  at  this  time,  to  present  only  a 
bare  sketch  of  our  argument  from  Scripture,  it  is  yet  suf- 
ficient to  afford  some  idea  of  the  mode  by  which  we  are  con- 
vinced that  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  is  contradicted  by  the 
express  voice  of  Revelation,  and,  like  the  word  itself,*  and 
the  famous  text  by  which  it  has  been  supported,  derives  its 
origin  from  human  sources. 

Having  this  firm  persuasion,  that  ours  is  the  faith  once  de- 
livered to  the  saints,  we  must  be  permitted,  on  all  proper  oc- 
casions, earnestly  to  contend  for  it;  especially  since  we  find  it 
connected  with  opinions  upon  other  subjects,  which  appear 
to  be  most  favourable  to  genuine  Christian  holiness,  and  the 
excellence  of  the  gospel.  I  know  that  this  is  strenuously  de- 
nied ;  and  it  is,  perhaps,  to  be  expected,  that  every  denomi- 

*  The  venerable  Reformers,  Luther  and  Calvin,  appear  to  have  had  as  great 
dislike  to  this  word,  as  the  most  zealous  disbeliever  in  its  doctrine,  "The 
word  Trinity,"  says  Luther,  "  sounds  oddly,  and  is  a  human  invention ;  it 
were  better  to  call  the  Almighty,  God,  than  Trinity."  Calvin  says,  he  has  no 
objection  to  its  being  disused,  or  "buried:'  and  in  another  place,  "Hike 
not  this  prayer,  '  O  holy,  blessed,  and  glorious  Trinity  !'  it  savours  of  bar- 
barism ;  the  word  Trinity  is  barbarous,  insipid,  profane,  a  human  invention} 
{grounded  on  no  testimony  of  God's  word." 
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nation  of  believers  should  imagine  its  own  peculiar  sentiments 
to  be  of  the  best  practical  tendency,  for  the  simple  reason,  that 
it  believes  them  to  be  truth.  Tiie  real  fact  probably  is,  that 
the  most  important  and  powerful  principles  of  virtuous  action 
are  common  to  believers  of  every  name  ;  so  that  the  true  ques- 
tion to  be  decided  between  them  is,  whose  peculiarities  of  senti- 
ment offer  least  oppositioii,  or  afford  most  assistance^  to  these 
fundamental  and  universally  accepted  principles?  If,  indeed, 
we  were  justly  liable  to  the  charge,  which,  with  such  uncom- 
mon vehemence  of  voice  and  gesture,  you  brought  against 
us  in  nearly  the  following  words — It  is  a  notorious  fact,  that  our 
Socinian  brethren  (for  so  you  were  pleased  to  call  Unitarians, 
but  unjustly,  for  they  have  no  right  to  the  name)  are  Univer- 
salists,  ivho  hold,  that  the  ivicked,  and  vile,  and  base,  and  profli- 
gate, and  criminal ,  shall  be  equal  partaliers  of  the  happiness  of 
Heaven,  with  the  Saints — if  this  unfounded,  this  cruel  accusa- 
tion, were  just,  then,  indeed,  it  would  be  time  for  us  to  pause, 
and  reflect  upon  the  moral  tendency  of  our  opinions.  But  I 
have  the  happiness  to  inform  you,  (and  I  doubt  not  that  as  a 
Christian,  you  will  rejoice  at  the  removal  of  such  a  reproach 
from  your  brethren,)  that  it  is  thoroughly  false;  our  senti- 
ments upon  this  head  have  been  basely  misrepresented  to  you, 
and  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  you  should  have  thought  your- 
self authorized  to  repeat  so  injurious  a  slander.  It  is  proba- 
ble, indeed,  that  the  great  body  of  Unitarian  Christians 
would  dissent  from  any  description  which  your  church  might 
give  of  the  nature  and  degree  of  future  punisliment ;  but  when 
you  arc  acquainted  with  them,  you  will  know,  that  the  doctrine 
of  a  tremendous  retribution,  inconceivable  and  indescribable, 
awaiting  the  wicked  in  a  future  world,  is  a  part  of  their  creed 
and  of  their  preaching,  no  less  than  of  your  own. 

I  regret  being  compelled  to  add,  that  there  appeared  to  be 
other  passages  in  your  discourses,  beside  this,  less  calcula- 
ted to  throw  light  upon  the  subject  of  your  discussion,  or  to 
promote  a  spirit  of  candid  attention  to  it,  than  to  create  pre- 
judice and  make   men   afraid  of  candidly   attending  to  it. 
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This,  however,  is  not  a  novel  thing,  or  by  any  means  pecu> 
]iar  to  yourself;  and  I  certainly  ain  not  disposed  to  doubt, 
that  it  results  from  a  strong  persuasion,  that  it  is  your  duty^ 
hy  every  means,  to  render  obnoxious  and  strive  to  crush  what 
you  believe  to  be  a  fatal  error.  But  it  serves  to  strengthen 
one  conviction,  that  the  real  weight  of  argument  is  on  our 
side ;  otherwise  there  would  be  less  anxious  effort  to  enlist 
the  prejudices  of  men  against  us.  We  believe  it  to  be  only 
because  such  a  violent  odium  has  been  excited,  and  industri- 
ously maintained,  as  effectually  to  forbid  an  impartial  in- 
quiry into  our  sentiments,  that  they  have  not  more  generally 
prevailed  ;  and  this  belief  is  confirmed  by  the  facf,  that 
wherever  Christian  communities  have  been  left  to  themselves, 
undisturbed  by  the  alarms  and  outcries  of  heresy,  and  at 
liberty  quietly  to  follow  the  light  of  the  Scriptures  without 
being  led  at  every  step  by  a  creed  or  a  master,  there  these 
opinions  have  ceased  to  excite  terror,  and  have  gradually 
gained  ground.  It  is  the  fear  of  this  result,  unconsciously 
indulged  perhaps,  which  can  alone  account  for  the  perpetual 
endeavours  that  are  made  to  render  them  odious.  And  the 
v  ell  grounded  fear  of  this  result  was  strongly  expressed  in  a 
celebrated  orthodox  Magazine,  which  admitted  that  the  omis- 
sion to  inculcate  the  points  of  orthodox  theology  for  some 
time,  would  occasion  them  to  be  looked  upon  with  unbelief 
and  aversion.  If  I  mistake  not,  a  similar  apprehension  was 
expressed  in  the  discourse  of  which  I  have  been  speaking. 

It  is  not  surprising,  therefore,  that  our  faith  should  be  con- 
firmed rather  than  shaken,  by  the  obloquy  which  is  cast  upon 
it.  There  is  but  one  bad  consequence  to  be  apprehended 
from  it:  and  that  is,  that  it  should  excite  in  us  feehnss  of  ill 
will  and  uncharitableness ;  that  we  should  be  made  to  forget 
the  charity  which  endureth  all  things,  and  return  railing  for 
railing.  This  would  be  doing  us  a  serious  injury,  for  the 
spirit  of  the  gospel  is  the  Christian's  most  valuable  possession. 
By  provoking  him  to  part  with  it,  you  rob  him  of  that  which 
not  enriches  you,  and  makes  him  poor  indeed.     I  trust  that  the. 
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members  of  the  rising  congregation  are  aware  of  their  expor 
sure  to  this  danger,  and  will  guard  themselves  against  this, 
the  greatest  injury  that  can  be  done  them.  At  present,  they 
certainly  are  far  from  a  censorious  or  retaliating  spirit. 
They  have  united  for  the  security  of  their  personal  religious 
rights,  and  of  such  an  administration  of  the  worship  and 
ordinances  of  the  gospel,  as  shall  not  be  inconsistent  with 
their  views  of  divine  truth.  They  wish  neither  to  molest 
nor  to  be  molested ;  they  have  no  enmity  to  any,  and  they 
wish  well  to  all. 

Their  views  and  feelings,  I  have  reason  to  think,  are 
fairly  represented  in  the  Address,  which  was  made  at  the  lay- 
ing of  the  corner  stone  of  their  intended  church  ;  and  as  you 
were  pleased  to  take  some  interest  in  that  ceremony,  1  copy 
it  for  your  perusal. 

Christian  Friends, 

We  have  assembled  upon  an  occasion  of  no  small 
interest.     The  erection  of  a   new  Temple  to  the  honour  of 
Almighty  God  demands  of  us  the  religious  acknowledgment 
of  his  providence,  and  earnest  supplications  for  his  blessing. 
*'  Except  the  Lord  build  the  House,  they  labour  in  vain  that 
build  it."     Confident,  therefore,  in  the  uprightness  and  pu- 
rity of  our   intentions;  humbly  trusting    that    we  sincerely' 
seek  his  glory  in  the  promotion  of  that  blessed  religion,  which 
he  has  so  mercifully  sent  to  guide  us  to  eternal  salvation  ;  we 
have  come  now,  under  the  open  eye  of  Heaven,  to  consecrate 
to  Him  the  beginning  of  our  labours,  and  to  ask  of  Him  their 
prosperous  completion.     To  Him  we  submit  the  judgment  of 
our  spirits  ;  and,  conscious  as  we  are,  that  the  way  in  which 
we  worship  the  God  of  our  fathers  is  by  many  called  heresy, 
and  every   where  spoken   against ;  it  is  our  consolation  and 
joy  to  be  permitted  to  appeal  to  Him,  and  to  believe  that  He, 
who  looketh  not  on  the  outward  appearance,  but  on  the  heart, 
will  approve  our  purpose,  and  graciously  accept  our  humble 
oflfering.     It  is  a  small  thing  to  be  judged  of  man's  judgment ; 
he  who  judgcth  us  is  the  Lord. 
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As,  therefore,  the  tribe  of  Gad  and  the  half  tribe  of  Manas-  < 
seh, — who,  when  they  had  built  an  altar  for  themselves  oo  the  i 
other  side  of  Jordan,  were  accused  by  their  brethren  of  re-  ! 
yoking  from  the  true  worship  of  God, — answered  in  that  bold  )i 
appeal  and  said;  "  The  Lord,  God  of  Gods— the  Lord,  God  jj 
of  Gods,  he  knoweth,  and  all  Israel  shall  know,  if  it  be  in  re-  '• 
bellion,  or  if  in  transgression  against  the  Lord,  that  we  have 
built  us  an  altar"^ — so.  Christian  friends,  if  any  of  our  bre- 
thren should  imagine  diat  this  our  altar  is  erecting  in  opposi-  i 
tion  to  the  truth,  or  the  influence  of  our  common  Christianity,  | 
let  us  make  the  same  appeal ;  not  doubting  that  they  will  re-  \ 
ceive  it  with  the  same  ready  candour.  For  although  we  have  ij 
been  led  by  the  dictates  of  our  conscience  and  our  honest  un-  li 
derstanding  of  the  scriptures  of  truth,  to  withdraw  from  their  i 
temples,  it  is  not  in  the  spirit  of  rebellion  or  hostility  ;  though  ; 
we  are  about  erecting  another  altar,  it  is  not  on  the  other  side  1 
of  Jordan,  and  need  not  destroy  their  confidence  or  friend-  I 
ship.  We  place  ourselves  under  the  broad  banner  of  those  fc 
protestant  principles,  which  are  the  present  glory  of  Chris-  3 
tendom.  We  claim,  and  in  this  land  the  claim  will  not  be  de-  \ 
niedus,  to  have  our  rights  of  conscience  respected,  and  to  be  j 
left  accountable  to  God  only ;  and  we  trust  that  we  are  ready  ' 
freely  and  fully  to  extend  to  others  the  invaluable  privilege  so  ' 
dear  to  ourselves.  f; 

It  is  true  that  we  differ  in  some  points,  and,  as  we  conceive,  ji 
in  some  important  points  of  religious  faith,  from  many  of  the  i 
disciples  of  our  common  Lord.  The  Church  has  in  every  1 
age  had  divisions.  It  is  not  strange  that  finite  minds  should  I 
vary  in  their  judgments  respecting  infinite  things.  While  we  j 
see  darkly,  it  is  to  be  expected  that  we  should  see  differently  ;  \ 
and  this  difference  cannot  be  sinful,  unless  it  overthrow  the  foun-  ^ 
dations  of  holiness  and  piety,  oroccasion  the  destruction  of  the  :( 
spirit  of  the  gospel.  It  is  they  who  have  7iot  the  spirit  of  ij 
Christ,  that  are  none  of  his.     While,  therefore,  our  allegiance  1 
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to  conscience,  to  truth,  and  to  God,  compels  us  to  rear  these 
walls  of  separate  worship,  we  have  unspeakable  joy  in  the  be- 
lief, that  the  great  body  of  Christians  are  serving  the  same 
universal  sovereign — pursuing  the  same  holy  end  ;  and  that, 
when  we  shall  leave  this  abode  of  imperfect  knowledge  for 
tbat  blessed  state  in  which  imperfection  shall  be  done  away, 
then,  all  seeing  as  they  are  seen,  and  knowing  as  they  are 
known,  shall  unite  in  one  worship  in  the  one  Temple  of  which 
God  himself  shall  be  the  light  and  glory.  In  that  day,  when, 
according  to  our  ascended  Saviour's  prediction,  "  all  shall 
be  one  even  as  he  and  the  Father  are  one ;"  in  that  day,  it 
shall  be  our  happiness  to  understand  alike  the  nature  of  that 
union  of  the  Blessed  Jesus  with  our  Heavenly  Father,  con- 
cerning which  we  are  now  at  variance.  It  is  with  such  feel- 
ings and  anticipations  that  we  proceed  to  lay  the  corner  stone 
of  our  religious  edifice. 

I  have  now  completed  the  task  which  I  assigned  myself.    I 

again  beg  of  you  to  excuse  inadvertencies,  and  to  pardon  me 

if,  perchance,  any  of  my  language  should  appear  improperly 

confident  or  disrespectful.     All  such,  if  any  such  there  should 

seem  to  be,  I  regret  and  disclaim. 

I  am,  respectfully, 

And  with  Christian  salutations, 

Your's,  &;c. 
A'ew-York,  May  Ulh,  1S20. 


24 


Inscriplion  deposited  under  the  Corner  Stone  of  the  First  Congrega-     \ 
tional  Church,  referred  to  by  Dr.  M''Leod. 


This  is  Life  Eternal — ^to  know  Thee,  the  only  True  God,  and  Jesds  Christ,  | 

whom  thou  hast  sent. 

THIS  CORNER  STONE 


OF  THE 

FIRST  CONGREGATIONAL  CHURCH  OF  NEW-YORK, 

DEDICATED  TO  THE  WORSHIP  OF  THE  ONLY  GOD,  „ 

r 

THROUGH  THE  ONLY  MEDIATOR, 


Founded  upon  the  great  principles  of  the  Reformation — the  sufficiency  of  the    j 
Scriptures,  the  right  of  private  judgment  and  liberty  of  conscience  ;  J 

WAS  LAID,      , 

iljpr    With  earnest  prayer  for  the  acceptance  and  blessing  of  God, 

On  Saturday,  the  29th  of  Ajpril,  1820. 


"  Call  no  man  master  upon  earth,  for  one  is  your  master,  even   Christ,  and     j 

all  ye  are  Brethren."  j 

"  111  all  places  where  I  record  my  name,  I  will  come  unto  thee  and  bless    '^ 

thee."  j 

■  .'i 

.    J 

THIS  SOCIETY  WAS  FOUNDED,  ^ 

Blay  24th,   1819  j     •  ] 

incohporated  ^    ' 


November  loth,    1819. 
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